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ABSTRACT 



Textbooks assigned for courses are exl^ensive and often only part 
of the contents. of the book are relevant to the courset In addition, 
supplemental material is required to covier the entire scope of the , 
, course. Materials can be ;pt)'tai-ned by the students* throiigh checkout 
froTO'the library or froiu^the library^reserve desk, Students expijess 
dissatisfaction with t^^tbooks, handouts, or photocopying of course 
reading af^ library-reserve-room access. 

This Qtudy compares these conventional * forms of Ineeting students' 
information needs with the feasibility of a tailormade antKblogy of 
a professor's selections in orre bibliographic unit on ffiicrof iche . 
While Rast research su^ge§ts that when the information on microform 
is impclrtant to the user, the acceptability and value' of microforms^ 
. is g:reater, the use of microforms, in conjunction witji a library ser-- 
vice has not previously be^n studied. For this study, a* professor's 
.reading assignments which were put on reserve at thej^library were also 
copied, photographed, a/ad produced on mi^rofiche^n sufficient quantity 
for each student to have his own copy. The aceeptability of micro- 
fotrhs And inicroform headers by students x^ho needed the information 
to properly complete course work was measured by analyzing data, gath-- 
ered through student'^iiaries , qi^estioquialres and a randt)m time sampling 
of the 'use of the microfiche readers available in 'the libCTary. . ' « 

Sttadents believed that microform copies of course readings were 
a good tool to use\to do the necessary reading in preparation for 
* couTfse work. They would- recommend', ^n some cases, that other p?:oJessors 
film their assigned readings on microfiche land .lagain, in some cases, 
they would be willing to buy the microform copies of assigned readings'^ 
for their own use aitd retention for as much as $2.85 per course. ^ 
.Furthermore, the students felt that tl;iev would be more likely to read 
needed infoirmation .on microforms now tljLat' they had become faii^iliar 
with the medium. Based on these findings, this researcher recommends 
that libraries put more prpfedsors' assi§|ied readings'. on microfiche 
as a tool to get critical -course infom^ation to students as a supple-- 
mentp ot in some casea, a replacement fgr the reserve roojn functipn, 
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_ A STUDY OF MICROFICHE AS AN ' ALTERNATIVE TO THE RESERVE ROOM FUNCTION 

I 

' In keeping up. with jadvances in their fields^ researchers, scientists 

* • ' ' » ■ ■ ' ■ ' 

an4 engineers in industry, goverm^|^, and academia are find^tng microfiche 

important in providing their information needs now . Microfiche provide 

current* information/ conveniently ^and ecopomically, * Among the thirteen- 

micrographic events Spigai .(1975) identified a^e GovernThent-.Printing 

* . - ■ /> 

^ Office '(GPO) publication on microfiche and larg^ microform projects^ such, 
as ERIC (Educational Resources. Informatiori-^enter] \ind (^pngressional - - 
Information Service. Thousands of reports are a^ail^le . which can be 
stored in much less space than* hardcopy dtfjcuments of the same number of 

pages. The advantages of space saying are obvious; There are no dis- ^ 

■ / ■ ft 

seating opinions, . ^ * 

. ' i ■ ' ' ' • 

' Microfiche as a medium for information storage is definitely 
\ superior to bojund docume'hts. ^this opinion is based primarily 
' upon the extremely high density storage capabilitv of microfiche, 

' <Wooster, 1969) ^ - 



.Access to information is important for students, -too , As tl?^y 

go t<^ school to prepare Eor careers j they have both current and future 
. ■ ■» ^* 

infprination needs. Respondents in booster's User Study^ (1969) repeat- 
edly indicat\e that young users are more accepting of micro^che than 
"th^ qlder ^ge grou^ of library users," particularly if they' have been 
exposeid ^ tlie use of- microforms dyri-ng their college years. This " 
helps 'to -pTjepaxe them for the ^"^f act of life" that some of the information 
they will need in their work will be mo-st accessible on microfiche. 



One librarian wrate-^ooster , 1969) *v " \ 

As an educational institution,/\j^*' fefel it is our duty • 
• * to expose our faculty and cadets to' information media in / 

. all formats. In our library orientaticfn sessions and in ' 
^ . our classes on research methods, prof ess ional~members of 

the Library staff explain and ^demonstrate the'\ise of microKr ' 
foVms. During these periods, we attempt to J: ear down the 
psychological barriers which some people h^e when it comes 
t!o using^'ew informational meSia. It has been our experi'- 
^nce that ,.cadets ^ho have used microfiche during gome o,f . ^ / 
their independent research ^ourses really enjoy using it ,. 
. ^ 'ft?e same is true of the youfiger offices,* The senior ofm-i' * 
■ cars si^a;re^ the bias, of their counterparts ill science and 

irfd^^stry for hard copy rather than micro/iphe or microfilm. 
I believe it is , all a matter of conditioning, 

^ 1» y Bes-ides teaching students the processes they will use to secure 
the information they will need oA the Job., professors, colleges and 
universi^t^ies ^and^ their libraries have assumed the re^^onsife^ility of * » 

^ selecting and disseminating the information the students needs to satisfy 

the requirements of the courses he is taking, Informatio^ the istudent 

nee4s is available at the bookstore, the library stacks, the reserve 

reading rodm, in handouts, or through copying' or borrowing methods the ^ 

, ■ • * : . ' ^ ' ' 7 

students' devise for themselves. j > / 

More and morfe the materials that colleges knd university libraries 

collect are available oniy in: microforAs. Th^ ratio of :microforms to 

^ ^ ■ • \ ■ ■ 

* books in -colleg'e and university libraries has been^steadily rising-. 



In the FalL of 1968', the first year ;taiicrofbrm holdit^gs of college and ' ^ 
* university libraries are recorded in the "Stinranary of/'Cb^lege and 
' University Library Statistics for Academic Years\l 96^4-19 7^: Aggregate 
" United States" (The Bowker^Annual , 1^7(^\ iWrary collectionsMncluded 

50,200,000 ^nicrofilm reels "and other microform units and 305,000,000 

\ volumes. By Fal'l 1973, microform collections, had increased t6 108,200,000 - 

^ j " m 

reels and other unites' while the volume count had reaqK&d 4^0,000,000. 



A professor Seir^ting 'the contents for a course Byllabus,- rarely 

finds air the iaiformation he* wants his students] to know -about in one 

textboe^. No textbook satisfies* a professor completely/ He, therefore, 

assigns more than one textr fox the course and/or extracts information 

from various sources such as journals, documents, and forms! Marc< 

• - . V , • 

Str^usberg^ recognizing £his situation, started M. S. S. Information 

^ ' J . " ^ . . ' . • 

Cori?. to -publish 



\ 

- 1, 



...books tailored to^a particular professor's needis for. a 
par^iiiular course. .. ^Strausberg' s answer to the problem was 
to compiJLe a book of required reading^ based, on^ a bibliography* 
selected^ by^^e professor l^eachlng th'e^course. '(Heyes, 1973)' 

The^ professio;? is limited in this format , however , to; choosing 200 pages 

of articles, mostly from scholarly journals* \ » • 

S,ometimes, suppl^ental^mater ial for a coursers given to the^ stu-^ 

dents in the/ form of handoi:^ts. This is'cos,tly in terms of personnel time 

for * typirtg', copying, and collating. . At, the Graduate Schopl of Librarian- 

ship at the University of Denver,, the administrative poli;cy has been , , 

adopted that handouts will no longer be mimeographed. Han^^uts are now 

done Ixi "di^ty purple" only.. The number of pages each ^professor l^a_ 

allowed to photocopy has been limited. In cJne case, the prof essor ' s 

handouts are so "voluminous — over 300 pages — ^t-hat mimeographed copies 

are sold to students at* the University Bopftstore. The price''^'^e student 

' ' * s» ' 

pays for this softbound , collection of articles relevant to the ^prof eissor ' 

course does/ not recover the cost to the school 'admiriistratiot^^of pro- 

ducing the item. " poncern about paper shorta^es^ and tfie rising cost of 

paper, make these methods of getting needed information to students 

questionable. . ' i ^ c 

The objective > of the library is to provide a multi-media collection 

( ' _ ^ ' \ 

to support the curriculum offejred at the university* Professors and 



students request ^and are provided with materials relevatjft to their courses 
Acquisitions are limited only by selection policy, procfedures, and budgets* 
Items purchased bv the !j.ibrary are made available in jfhe library stacks, 

A special service* for, critical reading for courses is provided in 
the Reserve Reading\]^oam, Faculty membj^rs j)rovide !yists of assigned' 
readings v/hich are gathered in one ' place ^f or studeryts to check oUt and 

use. This, tqo, is administratively exp'ensive, Persounel a,.re required 

*' * ♦ . ' / 

to man .the Reserve Room to find the items' in the r closed stacks'* and 

■ t ' I 
* / 

check them out to students. In some cases, extra copies of Books ^are 

** / 

purchased to provi,de anS^dequate ratio of cop'ie^ per student per course. 

1 " 

In other instances, photocopies ate made of pertinent page§ of text or 
journals. Library aViministrators may well question whether this service 
*is used enough to warran-t the cost. (Cormack/ and Loeber , 1971) 

There are ' limitations to this ^method ^of/ getting information to 
students ' otjher th^n cost. As* Carmack and Lpeber (19,71) po^nt out, 
copies, on reserve have been refiioved fKoni tUe open collection Tarhere 
they mig^t otherwise l)e tjsed. Faculty menjfbers "^at the University of 
Denver are' ll|Lmited by Peqrbse Library to jEifteen items on their list 
of selected readings. Actual]^ this is d sound policy, "...There is 
a cart^'eJ.at ion \ between- the number of titles on a reserve list and the 

- \ ■ " . ' I ' -C 

number of.* times that a title circulates." (Cormack and Loeber, 19/1) 

• M - • ► . * , 

Noncirculationl rises sharplv^/hen the reserve list is longer than 

' ^ , \ . ^ r ^ ^ 

twenty t'itles. \*Then5 too p the studentsj are limited to using the items 
usually to only 1 two hours' at a time. Ihis means frequent trips to the 
J.ibrary. Even in those cas^ in which 

i 

d^y loan, 'the student is Vequired to gci 
days. This is a consideration for part 



who for any reason attend classes on campus only 



the book is availab^le for a ofte-' 

to the library two consecutive 
-tin/e students* or for students 



oi\alternat 



e days. 



\ Tex^tbdoks, handout^, library stacks, r^erve rooms, a'l^ these efforts 

to get informatiop to .students, have, disadvarAtages for ^he stiideAt. 

• * # . \ ' I 

Textbooks are expensive.. This expense 1? ifultiiplied when more than^dne 

textbooic'is required for a coili;se. Money s^)ertj[: on textbooks is wasteful 

ij^only pa^ts are used which is' most^ of'ten -the [case. On -the other hand, 

it ia expensive to make c?opi^s of supplement;al Materials at"10c a. page.' 

Whether students make the>r own photocopies' or tec^ivfe them ab hai^douts, . 

there is the probarfem of filing them or ii/*sorae Vay storing" tliem for futur^ 

personal use. Even get tying' reading nfeterials f rom the library .shelves / 



ERLC 



is a, problem. ^ As Strausberg says, 



The other area 'of frustration was,jl^ccess to ^ti,cles in 



/ 



scholarly iournals'^ It seems that there- is a direct correlation 
between a prof essorf|c|.^^ an article as required^ reading and 
its^disappearance h^m^r^e librae's copy. (Heyes, 1973) 

Even^when these m^tei^als have been gathered ±nt6 the Reserve Room, the 



studeri^ can experience difficulty in getting them. There are the possi- 



bilities of time delay in waiting in line for 'servic^ at^peak c 

V . ' \/ 

changing times oj the item needed may be already chei^ed out to someone 
else. 

' Clearly there is a need to de^lop n^w ways to get ne^ed information 
to studentp. In,- fact, methods M satisfying information needs are being 
examined in many^^ar^as of endeavor'! Microfiche can b'e^an anavrer. Early' 

in May, 1974, a mfcroflche s^stem^ desig/hed at Pennsylvania 9l:ate University J 

* . ^ . . ' ■ ■ /' ' • ' 

to provide instant information for f itef ighting , won the competition for 

new technique;^ in fire control for^SCORE (Student Competition on Relevant 

Engineering) . The idea is to provide the fire chief with data "on the 

location of^ fire doprs, sprinklfer systems ^nd fire escapes inside the 

' » ft 
burning t)uilding; and on the f)est * positioiisyf or his e(^uipment outside it. » 

The Information "store4 in" the fomj^ microphotographs," is '.'displayed 
on a lap-size reader." ^Newsweek, 1974) • . 

0 . . 5 ' * ® 



class- 



Edu^c^tors have, been devisJLng microform systems for student use , " too*. 

\ 

In ^ Study of< tKe C^ract eristics of Ultramj-crof iche ^nd their Applications 
t£ C.o lieges and Unive?fsitijes > Kpttenstette 01970) "concluded *thi^t -uitta- 
microf iiche '^-is ecbQomically a'ttractive for- the creation of 'core' library 
collections aftd ^an be ^atilized to create ihfo'rmation systems .of fereat 
value to^ the s'tudpift .'^"^ " . " . - 

- . m ^ - * • ,; 

Giles (1974) relates microform collections to bibliographies compiled 
- -i , . ' ' ' ' ^ 

for ten "high-enrdllment'V courses commonl to junior ^o'llege curricula, 

y • • • : 

In the Phase II Final Report of The projeo^t it i»s reported! 1:hat students^ 

wer/ largely favorable in their acliceptarrce to either roll film or micro- 

fiche. 'Microform acceptance. not differentially affected by whether 

the microform image was positive or negative, the frame presentation 

vertical qr 1iori2ontal , the typ^ of subject matter essay or graphic, or 

whethe^r the microform equipment and materials were available for ho>?ie 

use or restricted to use in the library only. * • * ■ 



T^he Uni^sa ^University of South Africa) Library solved Its infornfat 



ion 



problems with microfiche. This -library makes university education available 

mostly by correspondence. This means that it^ is Necessary to secure the 

materials for courses in sufficient quantities and to send* them to the 

students. , ' 

J Other effcJrts halving failed, th^ Unisa , Library" decided 'to- n 

try microfiche as a solution because it has ^the important 
' , characteristic tBaf an unlim^.ted nuiffber of- copi^es can be pro-;, 
'* duced at any tim^ and at a v^ry low co'st once the publication ^ 

is available on film. ' « ' ' / ' ' ^'-^ 

Student acceptance, of microfiche as a yieans of providing literature 

is reported as "surprisingly positive." (Willemse, 1973) . 

' No^t all systems analysts are ^^recommending that m'icroforms .shou^^d 

bia considered as an alternative for getting iriformation to u^^rs^ ' Raffel ^ 

and Shishko (19ff9) con<cluded that "A better alternative th^n the, use of 

\ ^ ) ' ^ 



microform systems for reserve is a Xerox svs^tem In which reproducied 
articles are distributed to students/' They considered this alternative' 
in relation to storage ,ar^d seating space and cost, "If M, I, T. .en- 
couraged students to purchase their ovm^rtable readers the dmand for* ; 
sea-ting»in the libraries would presumably shift downward/but und'er present 
conditions such a meaningtuL^ change in user behavior seems unlikely," 
They did^not 6tudy student attitudes to test ^IrMs conjegtj^re, 'Nor did 
they include the possibility of microforms for reserve reading among / 
'^he altepiatives for consideration in their user survey. Given. the- choice 
between- free X^ox* copies and buying 'their own readers, the alternative 
suggested by Raffel and Shisko, students would choose. thevfree- pa^^r 
copies, anyway, RafTel and Shishko did not evaluate the benefits in k 

"quantitive^neasure of library effectiveness" as they -did other alternatives 

.♦»'>"■'" • . ' 

Giles (1974), however, lists the administraj:.!^ advantages of micro- 
forms. There are the cost and storage spape* savings, the reduction of 
retrieval time, the ab'JlTty to maintain collection integrity in the library, 
^^^nd, at the same time, increasing the availability of learning resourc&s. 



Kottens||tte (1971) drgues that "They [ultrafiche^ are limited. . ,}]Ly 



the requiremejijijt that a 'machine-reading' application must have intrinsic 
value to the etudent and not be applied -&^ely because of certain admin- 
istrative virtues," Administrative policy decisions always make some 
degre^ of imposition on students. All the methods of getting information 
to students are applied by some form of administrative authority, -The 
assignment -of a texthook by a professor imposes a cost on the student as 
well as the responsibility for reading the text. It has already been 
pointed out in preceding paragraphs that library selection p(^l;^cies, 



reserve room check-out procedures, copying costs, and methods of pro- 
' Viding h^^douts of supplemental ..course materials are all administrative 

13 ' ' ': ■ ■ 



applications imposed on students. All 6f the$e methods, ^of course, have' 
intrinsi^values as do microform systems. As Kottenstette summarizes, 
in Phase II Final Phase Report Student Use of Classroom . , Microform in ' 
Support of a Content Course (197*1), a student uses microf prms 'when 
s/he perceives the value of a complete information unit. 

Studies in the use of microforms in education -need not be hindered 
by lack of technQl'ogy. Technological developments have. raised the qualify 
of microform software and readers while costs have been lowered. ''Screen 
piTesentation of education materials c^n be ofv excellent quality..."',^ 
'(Kottenstette, • 1971) and _|'education^l applications of ultrafiche are 
.not limited by the present state of reproduction technology." Hard- 
ware design is improving. Spigai (1973) reporfs that there are now 
j"tw6 high quality readers priced iinder $100. Kodak's Ektalite and Bell 
& Howell^s briefcase model." It is the latter model that student'is at 
the University of .Colorado, Denver use when taking home packets of 

4 

microfiche for study. (Jacobson, 1973)' 

Nor do educators have to be concerned about learning capabilities 

with the use of microfojms. Giles (197A) reJ)orts that ^'The question of ^ 

learning effectiveness was also answered positively. ^ Data confirmed that 

students who us.ed learning resource materials in microform learned as. 

well as students who utilized traditional hardcopy materials." Other 

studies support Giles' findings. The 

' ...ability of readers td assimilate and utilize information 
contained in technical training materials is the s^me tor 
r each of the folTowing methpds of presentation: (a) material 
presented as black on i^hite offset copy, (b) material pre- 
sented via microfiche M±th positive ijnage, and (c) inaterial 
presented via microfiche with negative image. (Baldwin and • 
Bailey, 1971) ' - / 

For nine of the * twelve tests there were no significant differences among 

the three groups. The three ^tests in which .statistical analysis of ' 

14 '8 . 



the' datfift- revealed -that the mean score for subj/ects receiving material - 
vi^# offset \e:6py was signi^ icantly greater than the^. mean score for 

subjects receiving the material' via either positive image or negative 

*■' • ► • ' • ^ ■ 

image microfiche rjequired reading graphs, figure identification, anri 

' ^ ' , . 

symbol trunslatiqn. - • . c 

^The Willemse (1973) 'study introduced "microfilm ds a medium of 

e.v;er^day' usfe in the study programme ins tea^ °^»^^ being only a last 

resort for very infrequently used publications," This_ is what Kotten- 

stette (1971)j defines as routine use rather than except icyial use .of 
* 

library^ microform. He Rites' ' • ^ * 

Exceptional use of library microform is' nomaUly accdm- 
ft ' panifed by urgent information ^nee^s . These needs create^. ' 
strong motivation for the user, 'and, to a large extent, any 
defects in the microform system can be overlooked until - the 
information ne^ed is satisfied* Routine use^ however, is not 
usually accompanied by urgent ihfocmation needs and, there-' . 
fore, the motivation sustaining routine use 'is quite different 
' and, perhaps, more fragile. S;5rstem defects cannot be so 
^easily overlooked because* they are encountered repeatedly,... 

This researcher feels, there is a need for more microforms user 

research because, with rising a^bninistrative costs, paper shortages, 

and other , .factors already discussed, what is how considered roiltine ^ 

use may become urgent use as new methods of disseminating Information 

are determined to be the only^^'ones administratively feasible. In fact, 

• administr^ative, decree may^ be the only way to effect change. To quote 

another of Wboster's respondents, ",,pthe paper explosion, dictated 

th^t we* must utilize the new'medlum/' (Wooster, 1969). User studies 

can educate pr^essors and -students in the use* of microforms for their 

present information needs and for 'the needs they&ll confront in their 

vjtorking future, ' , ^ . 

It is a purpose* of ihls study to compare various methods of 

> ■ I ' ' ' ^ ^ ' 

getting Information intol the hands .of students. It la a "Human Factors 



behavioral type studv on using microfiche" as called for bv one of 
the, respondents to HaiTo^d Wooster * s User Study (1969), \he .hypo theses 
-tested are th^t studen/s v/ill accept Microform because" the information 
publiishe^ on theift is required and necessary for their course work and 
that the student will become a repeated microform user- in the academic 
library when s/he has on^e used the microform reader and equipment because 



sVhe had become familiar with the mechanical use of the microform 
reader and^ conditioned to think of ra^icroforms ^s a source of information, 

"This study Vill t^est the feasibility of organizing microforms in 
relation to the reserve, function. ,The Aise of microforms in conjunction 
with a library service has not been studied. This ^vestigator believes 
that microforms should^^^t be separated by form as a storage unit in a 
far comer/ of the librarv, 
^ Methods 'ii ' , 

The plasF ^for this study included giving to students microfiche 
crqpi^s of the assigne^ readings for a course^. These readings Jwere 
those which had been assembled for the professor in the Reserve Room 
with approximately o^e copy far each 15 students. 

Of the "microf ormats^' (Lee, 1970) available for use, microfiche 
,was the' form \:h,osen for this study for ^its "convenience of access to 
a single, t)ibliographic *unit" (Veaner, 1971) and ease in handling. The 
transparent s^et of film measured appro^cimately A*' x 6", ,The reduction 

i 

waa 24:1. ' , - ^' , 

The course chosen for this project was Building Media 'Ct)llectior\;5 , 
a two-ci?edit-hour course in the. Gr.aduate Schdbl of Librariai^hip at 
the I^iversity of Denver, This course was-*^articularly\ suited to this 
study because of 0ie nature of the content and purposes 6f the course, 

.1^ 10 y 



ft 

course proced^ures , and the characteristics of the professor teaching ^ 
the^cQurse/ ) ' c , \ - ' \ 

The-*purpose's of Building nMedia Collections include making fiiture 

. • ■ • . ' \-" 

librarian^ aware of all formats irt which information is found. XHe 
development, of multi-njed.ia libraries is discussed in" this^course. 
Microform developments related to acquisitions is a par^ of the- course 
syllabus • Using microfiche to do readings relevant t:|o this course ' \ • 
would be serving the dual purpose of introducihg, students to this mediurif 
and satisfying their immediate .information needs for the course. , ^ ■ 

The professor for Building Wed^-a Collections continues to review 
tex&ooks in the fleltl but has yet to find^one single text ghe believes 
to be adequate for th^ cours^. She has, therefore , gleaned the, informa*- 



tion important to the 



subject from many sources and authors. The content 



of the' course is presented in at least 27 readings from texts , ^ mimeo- 

I- ^ • • . - 'I 

graphed handouts, and iournal articles. This is considerably greater than 
the 15 articles allowed per professor per class at the Reserve Room. 

. r. 

I 

There are inore printed pages, over 500, than it is economically sound for 
the Graduate School of Librarianship administration tq phoCocopy to giv'e 
to thie students. Making mimeograph or ditto copies of all thd'se pages 
for handouts is uT;irealistic in terms of personnel time for typing and 
preparation, the, amount of paper required, and cosjt to the Graduate 
School of Librarianship, ^ 



The content of the articles used for the course Hpii^terials is vie- - 



dominantly prose. None of the readings 



/ 



reauire the translation of sym- 



bols, identification of fi-gures, or rea^^ing of graphs that Baldwin and 
Bailey (1971) found resulted in lower test scores with microfiche reading 
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rather than offset copy reading. There^ was no danger that learning 
capabilities would b'e affected.- 

17 11 ■ 



Students in the course are expected to share the id^as they have 

gotfen frqf^ the readings in classroom discussions. Acquisitions problems 

■ i ■ 

to be solved -according- to the theories contained in the -readings are " 
'also assigned for the course. The reading is central to the instruction 
of. the ^course serving as the core infomj^tion dealt with by the professor. 

The professor uses nticroforas to meet heir- own. information tieeds. She 
reads technical reports on microfiche to keep up-to--date in her field. 
She recognizes the value of the medium fbr the transmission of information. 
She , is enthusiastic about change and new ways of doing things. J it 



^s important to this study that the attitude of the professor be posi^tive. 
This researcher believes that a librarian'^ attitude^greatly affects' the 
use of the medj.um. One of ^ the attributes of "libraries Vith successful 
microfiche installations" identified by W'ooster (1969) was "enthusiastic / 
librarians." The professor's familiarity with microforms due to her J 
regular use of them, her "concern abwt how .to get the unwieldy infonpaticin 

/•nieeded for her course to her students, and' her recognition of microform^ 

a^s a viabl^ tool to solve ^her information problems added greatly to the I 

suitability of the Building Media Collections course for this study. 

- The professor an'S this researcher are well aware 6f the standards 

♦ 

of quality requisite for a microforms, system. The s^tudents are or 

/} ^ ' ' 

■ ' ■ , .4, 

become, cognizant of the standards, also,, because Veaner's The Evaluation 

of MicrropiiMications is one of the assigned readings for the course. 

I -contend that every step in the process is critical, in 
the sense that if one step breaks down the whole system breaks 
down. ..The answer seems to be unremitting quality control,' not * 
just in photography as is now presumably being dope, but at 
every step in the project, from original manuscript ta the 
final viewer. (Wooster, 1969) ' , ^ , 



^8 



* ■ ■ ^ J ' \ 

Inforraatipn Handling Services of Englevfood, Colorado agreed to 



f^lm auiJ produc^ the microfiche in support o A this prqj ect . "^This micro- 
filming company ihras -The mechanism to fxita direWly froiu books and journal 
However, to keep- the tost within Liniits, it was\ asked \4hat the material 
come to them for filming on singly, flat sheets'^ Woperly formatted for 
the camera work. The, stiidy was to be designed so", that any library or ^ 
school could replicate the *prdcedures to provide, microfiche in lieu of*" 
Reserve Room facilities. Therefore,' books \^ere 'riot to be dismantled 
or in any way damaged for future use in the librairy collection. To 



mee 



t these. qualifications, it was necessary to photocopy the 445 pages 
from the printed hardcopy 6f twenty authors' work;3. Oth/nr pages were 
already in miipeographed form because the professor had been using them 
ac^ handouts and were usable for filming^ 

CopyijLg necessitated gathering all the books and journals from 

- ,/ ■ 

the Reserve Room and taking them to the photocopy machine. There, copies 
were made of the textbook and journal atticles. It was ijnportant that 
the contrast of^lack on white be consistent so that one camera setting 
would make equally legible charactfk^ throughout thte frame. One lesson 
learned at the photocopying sessions is that the *technolo^y Ifevel is 
only as good as the technician suj^porting it.,, The time, therefore the 



cost, of personnel effort to photocopy course-related materials as re- 
•quired by handouts or the Reserve Room function was also noted. 

A contra^st of the amount of material ih the various modes was ive^y 

1 ' ' ' V ■ 

visual, too. i Mrsfc, there were the stacks of books and journals r'emiced 
to the pile of :phot6cbpied sheets. These, in turn, would be compressed, 
98* pages per J:fichep into a very small packet containing an equivalent 
amount of ijnf oirmation . > , ' 
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The photocopying was done on a Xerox 3600 for printed pages; * 
while photographs were reproduced with a Xerox 3100, The model 3101d 

. . - I 

does a high quality job copying half-tones. The completed set of 
new pagjes were highly acceptable to the representative of Iifformation > 
Hs^idling Services. for- microfilming. In fact^ one employee cliasely - 
relate^ to the project said t:h^ copy was some of fhe best they' have' 
ever had. This step and other^ were carefulty controlled in order - 
to avoid any variation in the^ st^dy xiue to»microf iche quality, t ^ 

In order to speed up filming, the sheets were formafted before 
being' delivered, to Inf oonation Handling Services. It was decided to 
arrange the articles assigned for the course qnto qhe microfiche alpha-- 
betic^lly by last name of author . ^ The prof essor* kssigns "^the readings 
by author and refers to them in class discussions in that way. Therefor 
the. sttidejits in this class are familiar with the names. It would seem 
logical to them' |:o be looking for '''Downs," "Katz," or "Melcher,*' 

Targets were added to promote ease in finding items dn the micra- 
fiche card after It is in the microfiche reader.* "'Targets* are signals 
photographed preceding or following an entire document or a part there- 
of..." (Veaner, 1971) To serve as targets, an author-title sheet 
preceded each article on the microfiche. This title page before each 
article was designed to set tHe beginning of a new item, apart frotn the 
preceding one on the card in the reader. This title page is\ unique 

enough to*be discernible to the naked eye without machine bloVback 

^ \ 
so that the user can have something of, a "feel" for the format yven 

\ ■ ' - 

before putting the fiche into the reader. 

While there is a small enough number of i'teras with cohesiveness 

of subject matter j2vj.ose enough that an elaborate indexing system is 

not necessary for only this one course, it was felt an index would . 
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serve as a finding tool, A one-page and, tljerefore', one-frame author- 
title index was made, ■ This was in alphabetical qrder by author with 
, an appendix in accordance with the format of the Imicrof iche* The body 
of the index and microfiche contained ^he assigned articles for the 

course,^ The appen^2x contained course-related itjems tha't would ^rdin- 

> ^ - ■ ' 

arily be ha'ndouts from the professor such as the course outline, ob- 

jectives, definitipns, and a selectfon tools bibliograpliy • Copies of 

. .this index were given to. the students on hardcopy for use alongside the 



reader wh en the nii^rpfiche were*being read and also app^sared in the 

'\first column, first irow of each of tjie six microfiche cards. all * y 

' \ , ' * [ 

times, tl|e m^icrof ich'e " user could cjieck this index, in either, mode ,s/he 

preferred, to see on which card , jrow^^and column the article a/he wanted 

to read appears. .(See Appendix F, pr 3) 

■ \ ■ ■ . ' • • • 

For econom^^reas'ons, it was decided to use the diazo process to 
make the microfiche, Microfilming Bar storage purposes most often 
photographs the microfilm ima^ on silver halii^e film. Since longevity 
is not the. purpose of the infonnation assigned to a .course, or called 
into a Reserv^Room, it was^not a basic consideration to this study, 

ft 

The diazo microfiche would last, it seemed certain, at least as long 

as the information on the microfiche is up-to-daCle enough to be used 

for the Building Media Collections course. 

Because of photographs which appeared on several pages of the 

assigned readings, positive polarity was chosen for the microfiche, 

f 

Seetng photographs as negatives can be a minor dissatisfactiom with 

• s 

> I ■ 

microform, Ne^ative^is the image* polarity most often used, however. 
Studie,s have repeatedly shown that there is po difference, in the 
legibility of positive^^or negative microfiche, CGiles, 1974; Kotten-^' 
stette j^l97l ; Baldwin and Bailey, 1971) The choice, in this case, was 

ERIC ' ^ .'■/ c2y-22 . : • 



a moot consideraticfT, however, because the insl^uction did not reach • 
the camer-amamand all the microfiche were ruii in negative. <^ 
i ^ Nevertheless^ the microf ic^^fe prodtict was a tidy packet of six 
4".x 6" ca^s containing )50Sf frames with the assigned readings 'for the' 
Building Media Collections course.* A sufficient quantity vas produced 
for each student in the ^priijg quarter 'class to be 'given his own 
individual packet. This provides the student with the information 'needed 

. ' V ' • ' ^ ' / 

for this course, an^ for his personal retention O'f^ valuable articles 
throughout his student year and ^s a practicing libr^a^i^n in tbfe future. 

While the midrofiche for this study w'as^ being manuf actuijed , a ^ 
questionnaire was des*igned to ascertain if students perceive any problems 
in getting information for their .course needs, theii? background as 
microforms users or non~users, and their enthusiasm for this tool to 
use to get needed information. The questions dealt with 'their access 
to^library matel?lals in the library stacks, ^the Reserve Room,>a9d at 
copying machines. Ife asked if they had^used microforms'^, if they thought 
it would be a good tool to use *to read course readings, and if they woiuld 



consider buying a reader t]^ use the tool. This questionnaire was 

/ ' - ■■ _ ' ■ 

administered to the students in the Building Media Collections class 
near the end of the fall quarter. Even beginning students in this-pre- 



requisite course in the Graduate School of Librarianship curriculum had 

^ ■ J 

had experience during at least one quairtei* of the cschbol year^with the 
reserve facilities at Penrose Library at the Universitv of Denver. 

The remainder of the research design involt^ed the students enrolled 
in Building Medi^ Collections during the spring quarter . Although 
hardcopies of the assigned readings for the course were available in the 
Reserve Room at Penrose Library, the professor asked that the students 



use the microfiche ^nd cooperate with the project by sharing their 



ideas and coram'ents ^bout the medium with the investigator. 

There vjer^ Uwo questionnaires, one -administered at the beginning 

of the quarrer an*d one at tlie end. A checklist , diary was kept^by the 

students as they 'did the reading for the cpurse Ithroughout. the quartet. 

A random time sampling of .the use of the microfiche readeprs wa's carried 

out by the reSlfarcher to test the availability of readers witli the de- 

♦ . ^ ' * ■ 

fliands placed on tl^e number of readers by this stu(3y. ' * ; 

' r , , ' ' • 

The purpose of the first questionnaire was to measure the students 

familiarity and previous use of microforms and their experiences with 
the use of the more traditional methods of .using textbooks i handouts, 
library statk§, and reserve rooms , to fu]/fill their information needs 
for cdTllege courses. The^first eight questions dealt with student use 
of microform software and hardware. The last half of the question- 
naire evaluated their satisfaction with gettlng\materiais from -library 
stacks, tTie Reserve Desk, or, at copying machines .^^-^^is qu^stionhai^ 
wa^ answered before the st;udents were introduced to the mlcr/fiche 
containing th§ materials needed for this course. (See Appendix C) 

At the time the students were giv^en their individuaJL packets of 
microfiche for the course, 'they were also given-a pad of checklists to 
be kept as a diary of their microfiche rea4ing e^eriences'. The forms 
were number coded so that all'^reddings done by a particular user could 
be matched to study pattejns in reading habits,""^^here vfa^ a space to • 
mark how many times the reader spent at each author's assigned reading, 
where the reading was done, if there were ^ny reasons the reading 'had 
to be stopped, and comments abb^t the readihg expe^^i^ti^lria^ ' (See Appen- 
dix D) '* . ^ «- . 




'Because recommendatiods^of "user steadies |of ten include- "the sugge«,tio'n 



> s 



to provide more readers? 'the microf icheUfrea hf tha-libraVV was chetfked 



s were 



V 



at ^random times fhroughbut the ,quarter td detdrm4:ne if the reader 

ev^ all in use. "At ^imes chos^iV from a, tandoii-^time table, the-t^seareh 

Veiephoned the microforms department of Pet^^^ Library at. the University ' 

Qf Denve^ The staff t'hef|- checked and repbrtel^ h'Ow.many of the sW 

-readers were .in use ap that moment. (See Appenclix p > ^l'-.2) 

• No special machines were' provided for -this Ltud^. It a design • > 

feature of the project^to opet^ate within the normal ^limitations of a 

typical library si^tuatibn. Thei^ef ore, |the six n\4.^rofiche readers, 

ir^uding one reader-pri-nter ; already' selected by ^he liiDrary, were the 

ones students ^ere to use ^during the quarter. The ^student^ -were also 

told there was a microfiche ^reader in the Tec Lab' affiliated \^ith the 

School of pibrarianship. They. were instructed that \they could use reading 

facilities x^herever it was convenient for them t^^o do so."" As a part of 

this study, they were taken to the microforms area of Penrose Library i' 

during the regular class, meeting* time at'^'which they were given l " 

their microfiche packets, for instruction in the use of microf.ic'Ke by * \ 

the librarian in charge of that departpient of the Library. This gave 

fhe students who were not familiar with microforms an introduction to 

their use and those who had used microfiche and readers before were made 

aware of individual differences in' these particular machines. 

During the final week of the quarter, after all the assigned reading 

had Ijeen discussed in class, ,^inother qi^stionnaire was ^^led out. 

/ ' ^ 

These questions were designed to evaluate the use, coverage'and presenta- ' 
tion of the microfiche system. The students^ acceptance of the medium 
to satisfy their information needs for course work were evaluated and ^ 
compared with their experiences with the use of other information systems. 

2o ^ 
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Students' opinions about th^ actual mirtofiche cbpies and fe^dSfrs and 

* . . ■ ' 

their instruction/ in their use were gathered. The stildents were asked 

if thC'y thought microfiche was a good idea and if they would be jnore likely^ 

to use it ill thje futfire after having Ipecome familiar with it. It -was 

\ ' r - . . \ 

gyen desiraW.e to find out if ' the students would be willing tb-^buy ^7 



readers of their own if more course-r,elate'd -inf orn^ation wem^ad*e 



available to them_in this mode. 
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A set of the microfiche produced for ttii^ project are.^contained in 
an' envelope inside th^ back cover, of this iT^port. Copies of the forms of 
the que^^onna ire's and the diary ate contained irf Appendix A.^ Tjiey-t^ill 
be referred /to in more detail in later sections of this paper. 
Resillts and/ Discussion . 

:^ The Sur^^ey questionnaire was^ administered to the students o^- BuJ^ding 
Media Collections during the final weelT^of fall quaver. Since' time was 
provided in class to- fill out the questionnaire, the form was returned 
by all 85" class members present at that ,sessibn. . These students could 
answer all the qu(^tions, theoretically , being completely unthreaten'ed 
by the possibility of having to test "their views about microforms with 
action in the foreseeable- future. Having finished their assignments, 

■• . " ■ ■ * 

they Would not be doing their reading for the course on microfiche'. 

Data from the respo|ises to the Survey questionnaire are given in Appendix B. 

The questionnaire was designed to ascertain' students ' use \Df the 

traditional ways of getting information they needed for courses and their 

I 

experience and opinions about microforms. All the questions were 
structured except one which wa& to find out why the student reproduced 
copies of atticles assigned for class readings. 

The comments in response to this open-ended question were very , 
revealing of student study habits and attitudes. Tweivty-rhree students 



mentioned in one way or anqther the cost factor to explain why they did 
TiQft reproduce copies lof' articles assignoEd' for class readings available 
at the Reserve Desk/ . This 'is sj^pported by the answers %o question 
no, 6 T#hich asked the student tp estimate W)w much s/he spelat in makliEf^ 
copies^ of assigned articles for the course. - Of the 54 respondents 
to the question^, 77 percent, repoirted spending , less ^than $3.00, which, 
included those spending $'.00/ > ' ' ' . 

Some of the coijranents reflected the. fact that 21. percent of the 

^ ■ ' - ^* ' ' ^ - 

stu3ents who had used materiala from the Library Reserve Desk had rareljy 
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Jtu^nts who had used materiala from the Library I^es^" 
or never had any difficulty in checking out res(Brve materials. See 
Fig. 1, p. 21. Others mentioned that a two-hour limit foo read' some 
^articles is unrealistic, 0?ie student expressed concern for the waste 
of ^paper by photocopying library materials!, ^ ^ 

Thr^e who did not copy any of, the assigned readings mentioned t*he 

" © ■ 

necessity of note-taking as a result of using microfiche. Of course, , 
it is also necessary to take notes when using reserve room or library , 
materials as uTriting in the margins o^these materials is frowned upon. 
Those who did not reproduce library materials^%ere willing ^tb spend study 
time in the Library* About a dozen of those students x^ho did reproduce 
the materials preferred not to study in the library or^ rely on the ' 
Reserve Room function, A couple wanted copies for reviewing purposes^^ 
'and several mentioned wanting to keep some important information for 
their permanent, personal files, ^ - ^ . 

A remarkable 44 percent of the students said that if the cost of 

^> 

micrgfo.rms' were cQmparable to other forms of copyings they would 4)^^ 

i 

the microfilm copies of assigned readings for their own use and retention, 

t 

Even with the qualification made by the comment that the microfiche 
"would have to be cheaper than lOc/page" microfiche is a good deal. 

27° ^ n • 
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PERCENTAGE OF Sf^UDENTS HAVING 'DIFFICULTY IN RESERVE ROOM 

Fig. 1. jResponses to Survey" question number 2p "HaK^e you experienced 



difficulty in checking out these reserve materials?" 



It was calculated that the microfiche packet should, sell for $2 ,.85 for 

this course. Predominately students had- spent less than $3,00 for 

photbcopying for the quarter. The selling price of the microforms would, 

therefore, be in the same price bracket. With the microfiche the student , 

would have all the pages — not j<,ust 29- or^fO, 

Comparing the number of students who made photocopies and the^amount 

they spent on,^ it with the numbers who indicated willingness to ^buy micro- 
... • ^ 

fiche shows that students spending $5', 00+ for photocopying would pay for 
information on microforms. It is further significant , that some wlio aren't 
spending money for photocopying would be willing to spend money for the * 
comprehensive coverage available on microfiche, < See Fig, 2, p, 23. 

An attempt was made to correlate willingness to buy the micr'ofiche 
with previous experience with the use of microforms. There was not a. ^ ^ 
signififcant relationship between these factors, 

. . . ■ . ■ . ■ ■ f 

There was an overwhelmingly positive response of 85 pfetcent of the 
students t^o the sugges'tion. that microfonns would be a good' tool to use 



to do the necessary reading in preparation for course work,- There were 

on!^.y 5, or 6 percent", negative responses with 8 percent ^'undecided 

A\ ^ ^ * 

These seven undecided students would c)e possible subjects fo^ what 

Woostdr (1969) calls "reluctant converts," \ 

Starting again in the spring quarter with a-new, smaller class group, 

a questionnaire was administered in an early class session to determine,, 

stu,dent familiarity with microform© and their experiences with traditional' 

library functions tfsed to get information in t)ie ^ands of^students. This 

time the students knew that they were in an experi9iental group which v^ould 

be u^sing microfiche for assigned readings. The hardcopy jofurnals and 

taxts were^ stilj. available in the Reserve Room but the stu4ents were 

ES) 22 * " 
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Tig. 2, Relationship betweetf^^^tucient spending on photocopies 
^ and their wi|l*ingness . to buy microfiche copies^ based 

on responses to Survey questions* numbers 6 and 9, 
^"Undecided" responses not shown nor- included in computing 
percentages , 
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asked to cooperate with this pro^ct, . They were giverf 'the microfiche 
packets the same class period in which they filled out the Pr e-questionnaire • 

) • ' ' • 

The questionnaire is so called . because it deals with in-fotTnation , about ' 
^he student before using the tool, for jblass purposes. Responses to the 
^Prfe-questionnaire are summarized in Appendix C. 

Although almost all the st:ti<ients in this spring ouarter class < 



indicated they had used the^R^serve Desk and answered O'uestions about 
photocopying^ course materials, they were relatively new students to ' 
the Graduate School of Librarianship . They may riot have had as much 



ERIC 



2 

experience 'wittf these methods of getting course-related information 
as the students had hacj by the ^d of fall quarter when^ that group an- 
swered the. Survey questions. The question about why students reproduce 
copies of articles for class rea^lngs'^ was not asked on this questionnaire 

/ . ^ 

as it- ha& been on the first Survey, R6sponaes to this question are 
lacking because of the researcher ^s hesitance to uge unquantit/^itive , 
open-ended questions. 

There was a general-, noticeable lack of comments on this questionnaire. 
This could be because there were noiopen-ended questions po inyite ;or prinie 
this sort of response, It could be because of a difference in the psy- 
chological makeup of the class members. ' ' 

However, it can be noted that there is a significant difference in 

I • 

the copying patterns in this class from those of the 'class surveyed in 
the fall quarter, as shpvm by their reply t'o question no., 13 whicP\ 
asked if they copied material for class reading. This class was more 
evenly divided with 48 percent of the, ^ class answering **yes^* arid 44 percent 
of the class answering "no," and with two memj^ers of the class or 29 
not answering at all. All of the class members in the fall auarter 
answered the' question with only 22 percent answering '"yes" and 78 percent 



answering "no." For the comments from the fall Surv^ey about why the 
students did or did not copy articles, see Appendix B. Becau&e no 
provision was made in the firfet Survey for the fact that some students 
spent $ .O'for photocopying, it J.s difficult to compare the range of 
annoiints spent on copying in thts -P re-questionnaire. 

T,he question, "If the cost of microform copies were cc5mparable 
to otker forms of reproduction, would you buy microfiche copies of 
assigned rea^dings for your own use and* retention?" was repeated in the 
Pre-questlonnaire. This time only 14 percent of the 28 Tespondents 
to the^question said, "yes." Ofi the other l>and , only 25 percent an-- 
swered , "no." This left the majority, or 60 percent, of the students 
in the category with^an open-minde'd evkluaCion of microforms with a 
"perhaps" response. A more favordble peT:^ntage of "yes" answers may 
have resulted if the respondents felB««^ll reading by '^all. prof essors 
would be put on microform* " ^ , ' • 

Again, as in the Survfey questionnaire, almost all students an- 

swering the Pre-questionnaire have ha^ experience Xfirith the Reserve 

Room function of the library* Those students who answered that they ^ 

did not use the Reserve Room may not because they do not want to go 

• ■ 

through the. procedures required to do so, they may, not be doing the 

/ » * ' ' 

readiitg for this course, or they may simply b'e satisfying their information 

needs in another library. A "no" response s^icK occurs for the- question 

no. 9 of the Pre-questionnaire ^ibout use of the libra^ry^ stacks would 

also indicate that some students do not 'or have not yet read assignments V 

or study in other libraries nearer their homes or perhapsy where they work* 

Of the 81 affirmative respondents to'' the Reserve Desk question 

(no. 2 in the fall .Survey questionnaire . [See Appendix B, p. 1]), only 

four percent indicated that they always had difficulty in checking out 

25 * 



reserve materials, eight percent reported that they never had any 
difficulty, and twelve percent rarely* Most ranged in the middle of 
the spectrum with 32 percent indicating that they often had difficulty' 
and 43 perpent sometimes. See Fig;, 1, p. 21. One respondent checked 
•both "sometimes'* and "always." Since "sometimes" pertained to the 
student's lat^r experience, this was the category used for the'se calcu- 
lations. ' 1 , 
Of the 26 respondents to.' the same question on the Pre-questionnaire 
who replied that th&y had difficulty using the Reserve Room, none said. 
they always had trouble and again eight percent that they never had any^ 
difficulty while 23 percent rarely did. Forty-six percent *\ad trouble 
sometimes and 19 percent often. -See Fig. 3, p. 27. This is really^ 
a very clo^e parallel to the response to this question in the earlier 
Survey. Compare Fig. 1, p. 21 with Fig. 3, p. 27. Because it is not" 
known that a negative answer to the use of the Library Reserve Desk, * 
question no. 1 on Survey questionnaire and question no. 11 on the Pre- 
questionnaire. Appendixes B, p,. 1 and C, p. 2, is any reflection on this 
method of getting inf orma,tion, those responses ar^not included in the 
above ca!).culations . 

The last questionnaire was called the Post-questionnaire bec^ause 

•it was filled out by the students after they had used their microfiche 

* <* * . 

packets for the assigned readings for the quarter. This was done dur- 

ing the final class session of the quarter. There were only 19 members 

J. 

present at that meeting of the class although two students ' came to_ the 
•professor's office later to fill out the aues tfonnaire. It could be 
that non-respon(Jefice to this questionnaire was correlated with non- 
cooperative behavior^ in the course in general, as well as to the project. 
A slight balkiness* shown in this^study as in othe^- studies (Wooster, 1969) 
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Fig. 3. Responses to Pre-Questionnaire question number 12, "Have you 

experienced difficulty in checking out reserve materials?" * . 
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may be due to the subjects' fear that ' endorsement of microforms may 
mean giving up, the frfee ^hardcopy serviced to which they've become accus- 
tomed. See Fig* ^4, p* 29* ^ * 

The Post-questionnaire was designed to measure student evaluation ' 
of the quality of the microfiche product used for this project^ accep- 
tance of the microfiche, and comparative opinions about other information 
tools.. Questions dealt with the microfiche presentation including 
^format \)f microfithe copies and machines/ coviBrage, and students experi- 
ences in retrieving information. . 

Question no. 8 asks if students are ^wllling^ to pay actual costs of 
photocopies of all assigned readings £or a course. The suggested cost 
'of $10-15 per course was confirmed in another cost Study (Raffei and 
giiisko, 1969). In the saifie question, the' f act/ that a copy at the 
Reserve Desk is^ shared by 25 students is really optimistic. Many time^^^ 
there Ig only one copy of an item in the Reserve Room at Penrose Library' 
regardless of how many^ student^ ^here are in a clas^. ' 

A comparison of student rea^^tion to the conventional forms of get-- 
ting informa^tion fr^m a library related to course wor|c la illustrated in 
Flgi, 5, p.- 30. Few wanted to give up special library services and go 
directly to the library stacks for course materials. However, it is 
interesting to nrfte that many would find tills preferable ''sometimes/' 
This may be intefpreteij as an argument for putting on Reserve only 
those items truly critical for coprse work. It supports the idea that 
for some of the students some of the tM^e, microf,lcl;ie is a good w^y 
to get needed info^ationy^ ^ ' ^ 

Compare the opinions about traditional library methods with the 
hearty affirmation gf microform copies of course readings as a good tool 
to use to do the necessary reading in preparation for course work. 

- 28 r - •' 
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EXPLANATION V 
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Fig. 5t Responses to "Would you prefer...?" question nvnnber 8 on the Post- 
questionnaire regarding different sources of required reading material 
for classes. 
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Fourteen respondents^ or 67 percent, answered "yes" to question no. 1. 
(Appendix F, p. 1) Only one student, pr five percent , answered "no^" 
while five students, 24 percent, were undecided. Asked if they would 
recommend that other professors film their assigned readings micro- 
fiche, most of the students, 75 pe lucent, answered "in some cases" and 
again when asked if they would be willing to buy microform copies of 
Assigned re^ings, '7_61percent thdught they woi^ld "in some cases." 
This ^s further endorsement qf microfiche a^, a form, to be used some 
; of the time for getting course-related information to students. 

After using the microfiche for reading information pertinent to 
Building Med ia>-Col lections prepared for this study, students found 
them satisfactory in terms of legibility, accessibility of individual 
selections, and ea^e in learning to use the machines. Focusing the ' ' 
'machines, eye strain, and, lack of reading comfort were' the most common 
complaints. ' • ' 

One of the questions (galled for the evaluation of 'the index 
(question no. 14, Appendix F, p. 2) arid suggestions for a better 1 
artnngement. .Lack of suggestions may" illustrate that it's easier to 

criticize an existing plan than create^^new ideas. It would have been 

*" 

interesting to have <as|ted an open-emied question to get suggestions 
about the general topic of the problem of getting cOj^rse-related 
information to students besides getting the comparative evaluation 
^ of the existing methods. At any rate, of the two suggestions obtained 
with this question, one revealed unf amiliarity with the microfiche 

format design. The suggestion was to put the index directly on th*e 

/ 

^ fiche. It, in fact, was. 

^ ' Fifty-seven percent of the students said that they will be more 
likely to read needed infonnation on microforms nov7 that they have 
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become familiar with this medium. ^ See question no. 19, Appendix F, 
p. 3. This is important for a library student because relevant Reports 
;are available, in the ERIC filfe and 'in GPO publications. Only 19 percent 
of the students felt their use of microforms had not been altered, by * . 

this project. Twenty-four percent are still undecided. 

I ' • ' 

Random time samples, Muring the times of the quarter when most of 

the required reading was assigned and discussed, were used to measure 

use of the ma.chines in the' library. Class meeting time was 4:30-6:30 p.m. 

on Mondays throughout the spring quarter. Of^ourse, using the library's 

machines meant that ^se qf the readers for this course would have to be 

.interspersed with use of the same- machines for other academic community 

purposes. Only once in the sampling for this study were all six machines 

in use. iTT^^s rather surprising, then, that even one student found all 

the'microf iche readers in^se "often." TSee item no* 18^ Appendix F, 

p. 3. . Of course, ^the ^tudent's sampling times are not known J^ut, according 

to the diary entries, the student had spent ten sessions reading on the 

microfiche for the course. ' / ^ 

To be able to correlate such data and comments on the diary with 

the Post-questionnaire, the researcher requested that the students put 

the code number which had been written on each, sheet of their diaries 

\±n the space provided for it on the questionnaire. This worked ag^ noted 

above /for question no. 18 but it was not possible to correlate comments 

on the diary with responses to question no. 17 on the Post-rquestionnaire, 

"Did you experience difficulty in using the readers?" for only nine 

of the twenty-one respondentC^ wrote the code numbers on the 'questionnaires. 

Of the ten who returned the diaries, six had put the diary code number * 

on the questionnaires. » , . 
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The 34 ifercent ret>urn of diaries was a poor responset Perhaps* 
students did not return diaries for fear of admitting hoV many ^i:ticles 

, 1 ' : . 

they had nort read, ^although they w^re assured anon3nnity. There may have 
been a better response if a cftelck of reader experience had" been made at 
intervals throughout the quarter or if leaves of the diaries had been 
checked periodically. ^ ^ f 

The idea of collecting diaries for each reading 'after ;Lt had been 

■ V • 

assigned was rejected becatoise it was not desirable to make the student^ ' 

feel that whether ^r not they were doing the assigned reading was being 

checked. The purpose of the checklist was to gathi^r information about 

their^experiences with the microfiche not to evaluate their study habits-. 

It was also reali2jed' that different reading schedules would be set up, 
■? ' » • . ■ 

^by 'studentSi and that it would be difficult to synchronize collection of 
the diary she^ets with the times students would have finished each reading 
assignment. 

. Although. the diary sheets were not always filled out in full, they - 
are revealing of .study habits. , The diaries sho^, for example, that most* 
-studen^ts spent one session per reading and, in some cases, students read 
three articles in one session. One student , at least, found the microfiche 
reader in the Tec Lab. Use of th^s machine was not demonstrated. It was 
simply announced to the class that a reader is available in that department. 

The fact that 24 of the 156 items read, on microfiche were done in a 
library other than Ptorose Library at the University of Denver is signi- 
ficant. See Appendix D,,p. 1. Some ''students commute to the. campus and 

t ' ^ - 

live in other communities,* especially^ those who enroll for evening classes 
of which the experimeiital group was one. Some are employed by othei 
libraries^where they might have access to. micrdf iche readers. The 
readings done at-home were read in hardcopy/ 
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It is known that at least one student was called away from campus 
because of illness in t-he family. This happens at least once or twice 
a (jaarter, according to the professor. When this situation was reported 

ed if there was any studying that could te done 
e professor suggested that the- student take 
her microfiche -packet alon^. An advantage of having critical reading 
for a course in one bibliographic »unit:is that all of the articles 
don't have to be found separately. In the case of :fhe microfiche 
information unit, all that was necessary was to firjd a reader. Most 
lib,raries have readers. Not all could be expected to have all the' 
titles assigned by a single professor at another schopl. This is 
not to mention, the time to locate and retrieve all of the items even 
if they were available in the other library. 

Perhaps the most worthwhile aspect of the. diaries were the comments*, 

is- 

As on the P5st-questionnaire , most of the complaints in th^ comment^ ^^..^^ ^ 

' ^ * t 
in the diaries t^ere about the Machines, It is of the utmost^ importance ^ 

for a library to select good machines and maintain them well,., One 
student trie^d different machined until s/he found one s/he liked — a 
Bell & Howell Reporter, For a c<3uple readings, a student reverted to 
the hardcb'py s"till available in the Reserve Ro6m, For this student, 
hardcopy helped in the transitional phase 6f getting used to reading ^ 
microfiche, - 

. A comment'* about ^illustratious points up a^characteristic of micro- 
fiche, Th<^t ext referre^i to a picture that was found on another row ^ ^ 
on the microfiche. It is disrupting to havj^ illustrations on different 
pages of the relevant text in a book, too, but it is somewh^^ more 
difficult to find the illustration on a frame on microfiche and then 
resume reading the text on a fram^e in a different row with a microfiche 
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reader. The problem of photographs on negative microfilm was also a 
part of this complaint/ : 

Conclusions and Recomm.endat ions ^ ^ ' 

It was concluded th^t students believe* microform copies of course 
readings .are a good tool to use to do the nec-essary reading in prepara- 
■"tion for course work. Thfey would :^ecommend, in some cases, that other 
prof^sors film their assigned readings on microfiche and. again, in some 
cases, they would be willing to buy the microform copies of assigned 
readings for their own use and retention for aS much„as $2,85 per course. 
Furthermore, the students felt that they would* be more likely to^Bead 

•needed information on microforms now that they have become familiar with 

i ^ • ■ ' ' '* 

the medium, , - , \ 

The continued u^e of microfiche for Building Medl(a Collections is 
warrant ed^ased on the results that more than ^ai| 61 the^ students in 
the study felt' that micro fidhe-should be used ^or cour^e-related materials 
in some cases, Thi& course lenda^ itself well tip this mode pf getting 
required information to students Jbec^ai^^e"* there no textbook f^or the 
course and assigned readings are mor6 ntrihero.us tl^^n the number of items 
allowed at the Reserve Room at Penrose Library peit course. Because one 
of the concerns of the course ±h to introjduce students to the multi-media 
approach, to information it is a natural for the application of microfiche 
In education, ^ , . 

. . ' . ^ , ■ ■ 

■ Tlie core information '^f or other courses now handled by the Reserve 
Room should be put on micrpfiche. This medium should be offered to other 
prof essors. ahd courfeeg where it ds deemed practical. Any course in which 
^he content 'of the reading material "does not contain figure identification 
symbol translation, and graphs as outlined by Baldwin and Bailey (1969) 



could be among those using microfiche. Gradually the numbers of courses 
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served by microfiche could be increased to supplement or in some cases 
replace the Rkserve Room function. This could increase the quality of 
library service economically while gaining the- benefit of collection 
integrity. In order that students who want it could have their own 
microfiche copies for study'at home, if they buy their own readers, or 
in other libraries nearer where they live or where they work and for 
retention for possible future use, the microfiche should be ava ilayjfe 
for sale at the university "bookstore. Students expressed a willingness 
^to buy microfiche for critical course materials. 

To provide tSis information service, a subsystem should be es- 
tablished in the library to prepare items .for £ilniing. The actual 
microfilming process could be don^ in'^house or contracted b^ a, micro- 
film company. The proper personnel and equipment for doing this type «r 
* 

of work would allow for debugging the system to avoid errors and in- 
efficiencies which were part of ' this do-it-yourself project. Channels 
would have to bje established for getting publishers' permiss^ns to 
■ copy the articles involved. Ttiis problem,- described by VTillemse (1973) 
was circumvented for this study because of its nature as a pilot 

r 

research project. ^ 
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APPENDIX A 

Copies of questionnaire forms and cover letters 
« 

(1) Survey . . : . Al 

(2) Pre,~questionnaire * A3 

(3) Diary sheet .* ^ ... i A6 

(4) Post-questionnaire . . . . ' A7 



GRADUATE SCHOOL OF LIBRARIANSHIP 97-344 Building Media Collections 
UNIVERSITY OF DENVER , - , Mary K. Nordick 

Library students enrolled in the Building Media Coll ections course 
are being asked to help with a research project being done at the Graduate 
School of Librarianship of the tniversi^ of Denver. The purpose of ' this 
stucly is to evaluate methods of getting assigned readings into the hands 
of students. As the first part of the study, this questionnaire is designed 
to determine if you as a student have found a need for a new way of answer- 
ing your information needs or. if, in fact, the present systems have prov^en 
satisfactory. 

As students in this course, you have been assigned readings for prepar-- 
atibn for class discussions. ^The information you have thus needed has been 
available at the bookstore, the library stacks, thd reserve reading-room, 
in handouts, or through copying or borrowing methods you may have devised 
for yourselves I / 

Please answer the folloxd^g questions to indicate yoiir experiences in 
getting the materials you have needed and your opinions about forms of 
'materials based on these experiences. The ^facts and opinions you express ^ 
will remain anonymous so you can feel free to be candid and objective. It 
should take no more than fifteen minutes to complete t'{^e questionnaire. 
When you are finished, please hand it in. Then you are free to go or to 
stay for further di&cussion o^ the study. ^ 



fhe results of this study will h^ve an effect on the form in which 
future Building Media Collections students get the information in their 
assigned readings, and handouts. We appreciate your " time - and consideration, 

\ Thank you. 



Eleanore R. Ficke 
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< ■■' ^ ' * 

ACCESS to ifi^rmation • * . ^ ' . 

Materials class readirifes for this course have' been available from 
th4 Reserve Desk or by reproduction. This study examines the forms ^ 
in^wHich you have used the materials you have needed for Building Media 
* ColleolsLons r * " . ' / / " / 

,1. Have you used materials from the Library Reserve Desk for this course? 

^ Yes ; n o ' . 

I f no , go on to question 3*. , 

2. Have you experienced difficulty in checking but the§e reserve materiaJLs? 
Always ; often ; sometimes ; rar,el y ^ ; neve r - . . 

3. Did you reproduce copies of articles assigned for class readings? 



Yes ; no 



4. Why? 

5. How frequently did you make copies of such articles? 

Alway s ; often^ ; sometimes ; rarely ; never 



^. What do you • estiinate you spent in making copies of a^igiled articles 
for Building Media Collections? ^ 

Less than $1.00 ; $1 - 3.0 0 ; $3 - 5,00 ; .$5 - 7.00 

'$7 - 10.00 ; more than $10.00 ^. 

7. Have you ever used any type of microform f^r this cour^ or ^ any other*^ 
information need? 

Yes ; no ^ ^ » ' 

^ ■ 

8. In your opinion, x-zould microform copies of course readings* be a good 
additional t'ool to use to do the necessary reading in preparation for, 
course work? 



Yes ; no . ^ , - 

§. If- the cost of microform copies were comparable Xo other forms of 

-copying, would you btiy midrofilm copies of assigned readings for your 
own use and retention? • 

Yes ; no : undecided . > 



10* ^f microform, copies were provided for your information needs for 
several of your courses each quarter^ woiiJ.d ^ou consider buying a 
reader costing about $50.00? 



Ye s > ; no ; undecided 
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.GRADUATE SCHOOL OF LIBRARIANSHIP 97-344 « Building Media Collections 
'• • ' Mary K. Nordick 

^ Library students* enrolled in the Building Media Collections dourse . 
are *being asked^to help with a research project being done at the Graduate 
School of Librarimiship' of the University of Denver. The purpose of this 
study is to investigate the feasibility of the use of microforms for class 
readings and handouts. 

Microforms are photographic repirbductions so. *much smaller than tbe 
object photograpKed that a microfom^' reader is necessary to read the image. 
Microcopy fory£his study will be , in the*" form of microfiche. By definition 
microfiche. ax4 flat sheets of photographic film bearing vertical rows of 
micro-images of the complete text of the^^ublications. It will be necessary 
to use a micro-viewer to make use q'f the microfiche sheets. 

Thus filmed on microfiche, th^ readings for this course will be^opl- 
lected' into a single bibliographic j unit like an anthology. This px^^^^I^es 
you with convenient access to a cotjiprehensive source of information for 
class preparation. With microform^ this can be accomplished at far less 
"^cost than possible through comparable hard copies. 

■ J i ■■ ) - 

As a part of this study, the i^iicrofiche .copy of the Building Media 
Collections class readings will bej available to you. You will be , asked . 
to evaluate microfiche in t^rms of/ your "time and. effort in using it fot 
class purposes. Throughout the study your opinions expressed on check- 
'lists and questionnaires will ren^ain anonymous so you can f-eel free to be 
open and objective, - / v ^ - 

This questionnaire is the lirst'parit' of the study. It should take 



no more than fifteen minutes to 
the questionnaire, please hand 



complete.^ When 'you are finished with 
Jit iXn* 



The results ^f this studyWill have an effect on the use of microforms 
fox the 'Buildirig ,^pdia Collections course and possibly for other courses 
in higher education. We appreciate your ^tlme and consideration. Thank you. 
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^ - THfi SUITABILITY OF MICROFORMS 

FOR 'ACADEMIC USE . . " ' 

FAMILIARITY and previous use , / 

Printed* copies of books and articles, reprod^uced copies, and 
microform copies each have distinctive advantages and disad-- 
^ vantages to users. This study examines the feasibility and 
possibill^.of using microforms. 

1. Have you ever used any typ^ of microform (film, fic^ or card)? 
Yes _; no . 

If no, go on Xo question 9 on the next page. 

2. How frequentlyy have you used them? r 

Often ; sometimes ; rarel y ; i^eve r ^ ^ 

3. What type of mitroform have you used? , ' 
Microfilm reels: yes' ^ ; n o . . 

no 



Microfilm cartridges: 


^1 

yes 


Microfiche: 




Microopaque^ - 


•yes , 


Ultramicrof iche : 


yes 



no_ 
no_ 
no 



4. Have you used reader-printers to make copies from microforms which 
you have* wanted to use? 



Yq s ^ ; no_ 



If np go to question 6. 

5. ,How frequently have you used them? 

Often ; sometime s ; rarely never . ^ 

6. Have you used portable readers which you could carry with you 
for reading microforms? 

Yes : no V 



If no, go on to question 8. 
7. How frequently have you used them? 

Often ; sometime s ' ; rarelyj ; never 



8. Would you use a portable reader if you had access to one? 
• ' A4 50 



A 



ACCESS to Library Materials 



Materials can be obtained through checkout f rom . the stacks from 
the Reserve Desk, by purchase through tl^e bookstore, or borrowing 
from a friend. This study examines the feasibility of making 
inexpensive -micro fo^rm copiefs of all required materials available 
to students - \ , 



9, Have yo 
Yes 



A 

u used m 



afeerials from' the stacks of the library? \ 



ito 



fo. 



If no^ go on ^0 question 16, ' \ 
Hav^you experienced difficulty in finding materials in\He stajcks? 
Always ; often ; sometime s. / ; rarely 



never 



11. Have you^used materials from the Library Reserve Desk? ' 
Ye s ; no . If'no, go on to question 13. 

12. Have you experi^^ed difficulty in checking out reserve materials? 
Always ; ofte n ; sometimes ; rarely 

13. Do you reproduce copies of articles for class readings? 



never 



Yes 



no 



If no, go oil to question 16. ^ 
14. How frequently ^io you reprocStice copies of such articles? 



Often 



sometimes 



rarely^ 



never 



15. What do you estimate you spend in making copies? 
Less^ than $1.00 ; $1 - 3.00_ ; $3 - 5.00_ 



$5 - 7.00 



; $7 - 10.00 



-J 



more than $10.00 



16. If ,the costi of microform copies were comparable to other forms 

forms of reproduction, would you buy microfiche copies of assi-gned 
readings for -your own use and retention? r 



Yes 



_; perhaps^ 



no 



51 



A5 



0 



r 



1. Did you read 



? Yes 



No 



2. If yes, did you read it in microfiche? Yes 



3. Or did you read it in hard copy? Yes_ 



No 



No ' 



4, How many sessions did you spend? 1 2 3" 4 5 6 
f (circle one) > ' 



5. Where did you read? Penros e ^ 

Hom e ^ yi 



Tec L^b 
Other 



rary_ 



6. Did you begin this selection and quit for other 

reasons than time? Ye s N o If yes, ^\ 

please' explain (comment)- < 
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GRADUATE SCHOOL OF LIBRARIANSHIP , , 97-344 Building Media Callections 
UNIVERSITY OF DENVER Hary K. Nordick 



As library students enrolled in the Building Media Collections course 
you have been asked to help with a research project investigating the 
feasibility of the use of microforms for class" readings and handouts. 

You were given a packet of six microfiche which contain most of 
the class readings necessary ^i-^or preparation for course wortc. Your • 
microfiche packet serves as ^"tailor-made textbook for this course. 
We estimate that this represents the equivalent of $50 of material in 
,hard copy. You, may keep these microfiche for your personal' collection. 
These rea^gs vr^uld have otherwise been available to yoVin the Reserve 
Room for only a Short loan. ^ 

_ ' This questionnaire is the final form you wi-11 be asked to complete 
for this pilot project. Some of the questions have been designed to 
supplement or support data gathered in your diaries^. _^heref ore it is 
important that you put your code number in the space provided for it 
in the upper right-hand corner of the first page of the questionnaire. 
Your number is in no way attached to your name in this study. The 
number will be used to match those On your diary sheets. Thro;ughout 
the study, your opinions expressed on checklists and questionnaires 
have remaine.d anonymous. You may continue to feel free to be open 
and objective in your answers to this last questionnaire. 

This form should take no more than fifteen minutes to complete. 
When you are finished with the questionnaire, please hand it in along 
with your completed diaries. Please stay for a few minutes for further 
discussion of the study. Your suggestions and comments are welcome. 

Thank you very much for your cooperation throughout the quarter. 
Administrators, prof essors ,^ librarians and students are searching for 
new ways to satisfy. infbrmation needs in this time of rising administra- 
tive costs and paper shortages. The results of this study may have an 
effect on the' use of microforms in higher education. 

■ ■ • ' . V 



USE ^ 

Information you have needed for previous courses has been available at 
the bookstore, the library stacks, the^' reserve reading ropm.^ in handouts, 
orv through copying or borrowing methods yoy may have devised f6r your- 
selves. For this course you were given microfiche to provide the informa- 
tion you needed to participate in^ class discussiqns. This study examines 
. your opinions about forms of materials based on these experiences. 

1, In your omnion, were microform c^opies of course readings a good tool 
to use to ob the necessary reading in preparation for course work? 

Yes ; no ; undecided 



2. Would you recommend that other professors film theii; assigned readings 
on microfiche? 



Hearty.ly ; ' ye s in some cases_ 



no 



) . 



Would you be willing to buy microform copies of assigned readings for 
your own use and retention at $2.85 per course? 

Yes ; in some cases . ; never 



4. Would you use a portable reader if ai\e could be checked otit of the^ 
library or Tec Labj, ^available in thk dorms, Vpr off campus? 



Yes : no * : undecided 



If microform copies were provided for, your information needs for 
several oiE your courses each quart^, would you consider buying a 
reader costing about $50.00? ' ^ 

Yes ; no ■ ^ . : undecided . ^ ' 



6. If you read at micro f-iciie^^^re^ders other than at Penrose Library or the 
Tec Lab, where did you do your readi'ng?_ 



7. Did you use' a reader/printer to convert y|)ur microfiche into hard copy 



no 



If yes, where ?_ 



8. The professor for this course thinks there is. not currently a textbook 
which contains all. the information necessary for this cou^rse. Instead 
. of having microfiche copies would you rather have had photocopies of 
assigned readings available for purchase at the bookstore at a cost of 
$10-15? • . X 

Yes I ; sometimes ; rarel y ' ; no . 



OR would you prefer to use the capies* on Reserve where there is one 
copy for each 25 students? 

Yes ; sometimes ; rarely ; no . 



OR would ydu preter to find Copies of books and/or articles' direcfly in 
the library stacks? j 

^ I J 
ER^C Ye s > ; sometime s ^ ; rarel y ; no 
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.COVERAGE ■• . 

9". Did you have to go to other sources for preparation for the coiirsewark? 
Yes ; * ' 

If yes, vrould you ha^e preferred to , have had the^ selections- included on 
your microfiche? ^ — 

Yes ; no ; number of selections was of no consequence . 



PRESENTATION includifig fomfat of actual microfiche copies «nd machines. 

Although students may n^ver want to cuddle up with a i^croform reader, 
research ahows they are motivated to use* microforms when they perceive '^the 
information need. This study measures the acceptability of microfoms and 
microform readers. 

10. Were the filmed co^p^s of the printed material's legible? 

Alway s ; often ; sometimes o * rarely , ; never 



11. • Were the selections reasonably easy to find on the microfiche after the 
•film was inserted into the reader? 

Alway s ' ; often ; sometimes ; rarely ; never 



12. Did the hard copy index with the numbers* of the cards, columns, and rows 

help you in finding the selections on the microfiche? 

• , • V % 
Always ; ofte n ; sometimes ; rarely ; never 



13. Did the alphabetical arrangement of the selections , make them readily 
accessible? <^ " 

Always ; often ; sometime s ;^ rarel y ; never_ . 

14. Would some other arrangement have been better? , , 
Yes n o \ ^ ^ 

If yes, what is your suggestion?_ 



15. Did you find it difficult to learn- to use the microform reader? 



A little ; , notf at all ;. ver}^ - ; had used microforms before 



16. Was the class visit tb the microforms area adequate ^Instruction in the use 
of microform readers to do yc3ur assigned readings? 

* Yes ; no . \ ^ ' ■ 



17. Did you experience difficulty in using the readers? 
Always ; often ; sometimes ; rarely ; never 

18. How often did you find all the microfiche readers in use? 
Always ; often ; sometimes ; rarel y ; never 

19. Will you be more likely to read needed infomation on microforms now that 
you have become familiar with this medium? 

Yes ; no undecide d , . 

Comments: v , - . 
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. - ' , APPENDIX B 

Responses to Survey 

• f 
\ . ^Eighty-five respondents 

1. -Rave^ you .used materials from the Library Rieserve Desk for this course? 

Yes 81 no 4 • ' ^ 



Comments; Yes* Very few, 

^o. I was able to obtain the required readings from the library 
' • I am emplbved at, ' ' , . ' 

No. I have^usQd the C, U, Library ft)r the material 7- not on 
reservife t^iere. > 

{. 

2. Have you'texperienced difficulty in checking out these reserve materials? 

jt . . * ' -■ 
Alway s 3 ; df.te n 26 ; isom^time ^ 36 ; r,arel y 10 ; never 7 , 

Comments: Always. . Early in quarter. Sometimes. Later in quarter^. 

Spmetimes'. Especially right after class. 

(Four students did not answer this question because their „answer to 

question no. 1 was no. Ar?bther respondent-, checked both always and sometimes , 

apparently because of changing study habits during the quarter.) 

3. Did you reproduce copies of articles assigned for class readings? 
Ye s 19 ; n o 66 . i ' ' . 

Comments: Yes. Once. 

4. W^y? r , 
Yes , • ^ 

- I copied two pages out of various books because I wanted to keep the 
informa[tion in my permanent fales. Never copied a whole article. 

- I need^id material for nuiz. 

The time element was important. If I reproduced I could read it 
^t home, on the bus, etc. 



- Made it possible to read it at more convenient times. Also, many 
materials seemed useful to have for future reference. 

- Some were valuable. Some took too long to read at the library. 
So wouldn't need to depend on the reserve desk. 

r e- ■ , , ^ 

There was not enough txme in' a 2 hr. reserve to read a certain item. 
Also I wanted a copy of some good readings. ^ 
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Question no. 4 cont'd. * . . . 

- Quicker than reading in library,. o - . * ^ 

- One abstract Was particularly helpful. ' ^ " • 

- Sotnetimes I needed more than 2 hours to take notes on an article and 
. ' chances were I wouldn't be able to^get it again before it was due. 

' . " " • / ■ ' "'" • ■ ... « ' ■ • , , . 

- I live, in Boulder and often do not have time to study- here. Also, 
if 1 have fpun-d* something that is available once , that is probably 
the only time it will be, Reproducing it eliminates the risk of nof, 
getting it again, • ^- ^ , 

BetauSe I dould not uW them in the time , allot ted and 'wasn' t sure , 
When "they wolild be available again. « " 

- To reread before exams; . ' ^ 

- Only 2 hr^. reserves and yd'u have to*read something all at one sitting 

- Because J'd rather studv" in my room than at. the -library. 

- Prefer to do soiiie of the "re'ading at home. : ^ / 

- For personal use and detention: . ° 

- Because early in the semester .'there .was a rush on. a certain article. 

- Sometimes don' t have time to use the^ reserve room. . * 

^ ' . ' .1 \ \ - _ ^ . • 

No . • ■ ■ " ^ ■ 

•» - Did not feel I needed them — I made notes. * 

- Didn't want to spenU the morfe^. 

- Can't afford it — I'd take notes' on the material read. 



- Too expensive. \ . . ■ ' 

■ ' t, . • , ■ 

•>, 

- I would like to do it later on. \ ' 

- Because it would be rather exj^ensive. ' ' . ■ \ 

- Cost— -^also, if you can get a copy, -yoii don't need pne. .- - ' 

- Ten cents a page is too expensive. > " 

^. ■ ' ^ 

- Don't feel I should pay for something Whic)i should be provided by-N > 
cQurse/ library. ; - 

Not my job. ' ■ 

- Too expensive, I'd be at the libi'ary anyway for other Classes. 



Question no. 4 cont'd. 

- Mdrt't seem worthwhile. The short ones were easy to t^ke notes on 
a^id the long onea would have cost too much to reporduce; 

' . - I did not- feel there was much of .value in them and one reading with 
a few notes were adequate tp, my purposes. Besides I am a poverty 
case and the added expenses are getting to be a REAL drag. 

- Waited for materials. * ' 

- Cost — lOc a page adds up in a huriry. 

- Costs too much. . » % 

- I found them available ^when I returned,. 
I always managed to get . them. 

- I took notes. 

\ - Lack of. inclination. - '< 

- Felt they would not be worth the price. 

- Didn't feel it was necessa'ry. 

- Too 'ex|)ensive. 

- I read them there at the library." ^ ^ \ 

- Costs money. . ^ , 

- I didn't have that much trouble getting them from reserve. ' 
-/Took notes — it's cheaper. ° ' ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Would have been too ex-pensive. 

* ; • ; . ■ 

. - Saw tio need to. * , 

- Too expensive for mv waillet. ' ^ . ' . 

■ ' ' . ■ "* ^ 

- Expense. . ' ^ 

- - Read the xeserve coj)y since most of ^the readings did not relat^fe tp 
my own .specializ'ation.^ ^ - - - 

• - I don't believe inVt ~ it's a paper 'waste andia mind waste." 

- No need to. I almost live ir| tl^e library so' I' have access to the * 
. materials. . / ^ * . - , 

- Cost factor.:' ... 

Expense; ' ■ " , - - > 

7 Could obtain. them eventually from reserve desk. " 
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Question no, 4 cont'd. 

- Because of cost mainly and also because material was. available kt the 
^ reserve desk whenever I needed 'to refer to readings, 

- Too expensive. 

V 

Copies had to be available to do so ~ when I had the material I readmit, 

- Sufficient materials on reserve, 

- Unnecessa'ry, 

• * 

-Waited for reserve material to ?e available, 

5, HisrW freciuent]/y did you make copies of such articles? ' 

> t Alway s ^ 1 ; ofte n 3 ; sometimes 8 ; rarel y 8 ; neve r 57 . 
Coiranents: Never, Never copied a whole article, • . 
Rarely. Once,- 

6, What do you. estimate you spenfe in makitig copies of assigned arfe^t^Ies for 
^ Building Media Collections? 

Less than $1.0 0 39 ; $1 - 3-0 0 9 r $3 5,0 0 1 ; $5 - 7,0 0 1 ; 
$7 - 10,00 mo/e than $10,0 0 2 , 

7, Have you ever used any type of microform for this course or any other 
information need? - 

Ye s 57 ; n o 28 , ■ ' * 

Comments: Yes, Not for a course, for my own research, 
' No. Probably should have, 

8, *In your opinion, would microform copies of course readings be a good ^ 
additional tool to use to do the necessary reading in preparation for / 
course work? . « . 

Ye s 73 1 n o 5 ; undecided- 7 , 
Comments: Yes 

* If instruction on how to use was presented first. 

If you have the money, ^ ' 
, . - But not micro-opaoues, they are so. hard on -my eyes. 

If the microform had an index ^for locating the desired jnaterial • 

- if readers were available, 

- If more readers are available. 
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9. If the 'cost of microform copies were comparable to other forms of copy- 
ing, would you buy microfilm copies of assigned readings for your own 
use and retention? 

« * 

Ye s 38 ; n o 28 ; undecided 20 . 

Comments: Yes and no. Would depend on circumstances.' Not having a reader 

or other equipment may prefer hardcopy in some cases for home use. 

Yes. But wouldn't buv its reader. ^ ' 

No. I would if it were cheaper. 

No. Would have to be cheaper than lOc/page. 

No. They're too hard to read. . • - 

, Undecided. Possiblv, 

Undecided. Thev would have to be cheaper than Xerox copies since 
they are more inconvenient. ' 

. If microfonT^pies were provided for your information needs for several 

of your courses each quarter, would you^consider buying a reader / 
^ costing abdut $50.00? " - . ' 

Ye s ' 18 ; n o 45 ; undecided 22- . 

Comments: Yes. If all classes, did. 

^ Yes. BtLt there is no $50 reader. 

No. On my present budget, I could not afford this. 

No. I cannot afford goodies for $50.00.' 

No. They already raised tuition, between giving me data as a 
soon-to-be-DU-stuclent & my arr;Lval? 

No. One reason is that I find microforms very difficult to use 
.because of wearing glasses. On a number of occdsions-die 
viewers were not in operational shape, also. ' 

Undecided. Probably not — library students are poor. 

•Undecided. Would probably consider sharing one — mv resources 
are VERY limited.' 

* . * 

Undecided, Possibly ~ could we not use local library! A future 
proposition. 

'J 

Undecided. It -would depend on the way the world goes — if I 
found it valuable for everyday life, t would buy it. ^ 

0 

Undecided. A lot of money to shell out ~ might be worth it In the 
lorfe run.. 

Undecided, I might consider renting one. . 
* B5' 
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APPENDIX C 
Responses t;o Pre-questionnaire 
Txi7enty-nine *respond«ents 

L 

1. Have you ever used any type of microform (film, Jiche, or card)? 

Ye s 24 ; n o 5 . ' 

w ^ ■ ■ 

(The^five answering no did not answer the following seven questions.) 

- ■ ^ 

2, Hov frequently have you used them? 

Ofte n 1 ; sometime s 9 ; rarel y 14 ; neve r 0 
Comment: Rarely. Once. * 
3«' What ty^e of microform have yoti used? 

Microfilm reel s 22 . ; microfilm cartridge s 1 ; microfich e 13 ; 

micro-opaqu e % . ; ultramicrof ich e 2 . 

'4, Have you used reader-printers to make copies from microforms which you / 
have wanted to use? • 

Ye ^ 10 ; n o 13 . . * . 

5. How frequen'tly have you used them? 

Of te n 1 ; sometime s 1 rariel y 8 ; neve r 0 
(T^se responding no to question 4 did not answer this question.) 
Comments: Rarely. Once. 



6. Have you used portable readers which you could carry with you for 
.o* reading microforms? 

Y,es 2 ; no 22 . 



7. How frequently have you use'd them? 

Ofte n 0 ; sometime s 1 ; rarel y yj ; neve r 0 
(Only those answering yes to question six^ were asked to answer this ques^tion.) 

8. Would you use a portable reader if you had access to one? 
Ye s , 21 ; n o 2 . (One write-in maybe ) ^ 



1 
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9i Have you used materials from the stacks of the library? 

Ye s 27 ; n o ^1 . 
(There was no response on one form for questions nine through fifteen.) 

10. Have you experienced difficulty iri finding materials in the stacks? 

^ ^ •» . 

^^■^ayg 0_; ofte n 11 ; sometime s l4 ; rarely 2 ; never 0 



ERIC 



(Instructions were erronecJusly givfen to go on to question no, 1^ although 
respondents should have gone on to question no. 11. . Yet, 27 resppnded to 
question no. 11, fortunately.) , 

11. Have you used materials from the Library Reserve Dtesk? 
Ye s 26 ; n o ,1 . . ' » . 

(The no response means skipping to 'question no. 13^) v 

( 

12. Have you experienced difficulty in checking, out reserve materials? 
Alway s 0 ; ofte n 5 ; sometimes 12 ; rarel y 6 ; neve r 2 

13. ,Do you reproduce copies of articles for class readings? 
Ye s 14 ; ^ n o ^3 . 

14. How frequently do you reproduce copies of such, articles? 

Ofte n 4 ; sometimes 7 ' ; rarel y 3 ; neve r 0 ' 

> ■ ■ 

15. What doT you estimate yotx spend in making copies? 

Less than $1.^0 0 1 ; $1 - 3.0 0 7 ; $ 3 - 5.0 0 2 ; i 

$5 - 7:0 0 2 ; '.$7 - 10.00 ; more than $10.0 0 1 , 

.(Sixteen students, more than the thirteen who indicated that they did not 
reproduce Sopies of articles for class readings, did not respond to this 
question.) 

16. If the cost of microform copies were comparable to other forms of 
reproduction, would you buy microfiche copies of assigned readings for 
your own use and retention? 

Y*e s 4 ; p e r ha p s 17 ; n o 7 . 

Comment: If cheaper than, yes. ^ 



J 

C2 



a 



■ APPENDIX D 

\ ^ . * 

Responses from Diary 
-^'^ , " • 

Ten respondents 

« * *• 

1. Did you read American Library Association. Freedom to Read Statement 




Intellectual Freedon^ Statement 7 ; ^ Library Bill of Rights 7 ; 

Ashei m. 8 ; Bas s 7 ; Boyer and Eato n 8 ; Clapp & Jorda n 8 ; 

Down s 9 \ Erickso n 9 ; >^rove & Clemen t 12 \ Haine s 8 ; 

Hicks 7_; Jone^ 9_; Katz 9_; Melche r 7 \ National Clouncil of 

Teachers of English. The Student ^s Right to Read 7 ; Sulliva n 9 

Veane r 8 ; Warren 8 Weil 8 ? - 
^ ^ 

?.. If yes, did you read it in microfiche? Ye s 156- - N o 4 

3. Or did you read it in hard copy? Ye s 14 No 113 

4. How many sessions did you spend? 1 (one) 133 2 (two) 15 

^ 3 (three) 3 

5. Where did you read? Penros e 126 Tec Lab ' 1 Hom e 2 

Other Librar y 24 \ 

6. Did you begin this selection and qu^ct^ for other reasons than time? 

Ye s 7 N o 129 If yes, please explain (comment) 

Tired. But noise of fan on machine highly irritating and contributes 
remarkably to fatigue. . 

Machine nois^e got to me. 

The longer one reads - the worse the optical focusing gets I The 
focusing problem is the thing that bothers me the most. ' 

The type was particularly difficult to read in this article. (Haines) 

The last article was cut-off I That is - the last page or pages was 
omitted. (Clement) 

Focusing very difficult - required re-focus from top of page to 
^bottom of page. 

- ' )\ . 

Think I would prefer to read black print on v^ite instead ^f white 
print on black. 

Didn't have time to read entire article. . , 
Ran out df time. * » 

Dl ' X 



Noisy in the microforms area. because a lot of people. using a lot of 
different machines* 



For all selections, slide of title and . author should have date — 
maybe publisher. 

This wasn't- on the reading list. Grove and Clement was supposed to 
start here: 2B5 but _it did. ("Problems of Media and of Their Control" 
by Louis Brown) ^ 

This article started at B-10 but on reading list it's supposed to start 
at 2-B-l, I think the course outline might be messed up. But this card 
is definitely messed up. (Tillin) . 

This wasn't, on the reading list. It started on 2-B-14 and it just 
ended right in the middle of the selection at C-3. This was very 
confusing I 

TJie pictures were not good at all. In one part they referred to a 
picture and it was on a whole other line. 

Eye strain. 

Eyes hurt. o ' . ^ 

Read part in hard copy because it took longer to read portie/n on 
microfiche. I did not have time to read remainder on microfiche. 

Eyes tired - reading went faster than previous times; getting used to 
fiche. 

Eyes getting less tired." (Read Katz, Weil and Haines at the same session) 
Machine focuses very poorly - woxds seem to jump around I ^ 
Bell & Howell Reporter machine - excellent - not tiring. 
Fine. v. 



Fine. 

Lack of motivation. ' *^ ^ ^ 

Interruption. j 

Although I was apprehensive about using microforms when the project first 
started, L have found 'them quite useful. They are always accessible 
and, with- a good viewer easy to use. 
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• APPENDIX E 
Data on use of microform readers 



date 
April 8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 
15 

. . 16 
17 
,18 
18 
19 
20 
21. 
22 

r 23 
.24 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
•30 



7 
\ 
5 

10 
6 

10 

12 
1 
2 
8 
•2 
9 

11 

11 
3 
2 
1 

10 
7 
1 
6 

10 

10 
11 
1 
1 
3 



time 
iTl.m 



,m 



m 



44 

22 p 
35 a 
13 
50 
17 
37 
56 
05 p.m 



p.m 
a.m 
p.m 
p.m 
p.m 
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32 p.m 
43 p.m 

34 p.m 
52 p.m 
05 p.m 
38 p.m 
43 p.m 

48 a.m 
05 p.m 
38 plm 

35 p.m 
20 a.m 

36 p.m 
02 a.m 

26 p.m 

\ 

50 p^m 

49 p.m 

El 



machines 
In use 

none 

^ 1 

1 

npne 
2 

none 

3 

5. 
none 

1 

1 

none 
none 

3 

4 

3 

5 

none 
6 

none 
none 
none 
1 

none' 
1 

t«none 



April 30 6:22 p.m. none 

May 1 ^ 4:20 p.m. 1*3 ' . ^ 

/ . ■ ' . 

2 6:50 p.m. / . none 

3'^' ' ^ 10:17 a.m, l 

^ 2:30 p.m. 4 One person waiting 

^ to use reader-"printer 

5 * 7:44 p,m. none 

6 2:36 p.m. none 

6 8:21 p.m. ^ <^ none 

7 ^ 2:20 p.m, ' 2 

8 1:10 p. m, none ,, 
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APPENDIX F 

^ Responses to Post-questionnaire ' ^ 

Twenty-one respondents 

!• In your opinioh, were microform copies of course readings a good 
tool to use to do the' necessary reading in preparation for course 
woirk? 



Ye s 14 no 1 ; undecide d 5 



(One form was unmarked at question no. 1.) ' , 

2. W^ould you recommend that other professors film their assigned 
readings on microfiche? 

Heartil y 3 ; yes 1 ; in some case s 15 ; n o 2 . 



3i Would you be willing to buy microform copies of assigned readings 
for your own use and retention at $2.85 per course? 

Yes __\ in some cases_ : never . (One write-in probably not .) 

Would you use a portable reader if one could be checked out of the 
library or Tec Lab, available in the dorms, or off campus? ^ 

Yes 12 ; no 1 ; undecided 8 

Comments: Undecided. How could I get it home on my bicycle?^ 

Undecided. If it had good reproduction. 

5. If microform copies were provided for your information needs for 
several of your courses each quarter, would you consider buying a 
^ reader costing about $50 ."^90? 



Ye s 5 ; n o 6 ; undecide d 15 

0 

6. If you read at microfiche readers other than at Penrose Library or 
o the Tec > where did you do your reading? 

Four libi^i^ies were named. 

7. Did you use a reader/pripter to convert your microfiche^ into hard copy? 
Ye s ; n o 21 . ^ ^ 

Comment: Ojie time, Penrose. 

8i The professor for this course thinks there is not currently a textbook 
which contains alP the Information necessary for course. Instead 

of having microfiche copies would you rather have photocopies 



Fl 
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Question no. 8 cont'd. * 

of assigned readings available for purchase at the bookstore at 
a cost of $10-15? ' 

Yes_4_; sometimes 5 ; rarely 2 ; no 10 . 



OR would you prefer to tise the copies on Reserve where there is one 
copy for each 25 students? 

Yes 6_; sometime s . 2 ; rarel y 3 ; > no 10 . ^ 



OR would you prefer to find copies of books^^^^:^ articles directly 
' in the library stacks? ^ "T^^ 

Yes_ sometimes 9_; rarel y 1^ ; n o 10 . 

9. Did you have to go to other sources for preparation for the coursework? 
Yes 13 ; no 8_. 

If yes, would you have preferred to have had these selections included 
on your microfiche? 

Ye s 3 ; n o 10 ; number of selections was, of no consequenc e 3 . 

*^ . 

10. Were the filmed copies of the printed materials legible? 

Alway s 9 ; ofte n 11 ; sometime s 1 ; rarel y ^ ; never . 

Comnjients: Always. Not always easiest to read. 

Often. But, focus problem. 

Were the selections reasonably easy to find on the microfj[lche after 
the film was inserted iipitd tfffe. reader? 



Alway s 13 ; ofte n 7 ; sometime s ; rarely_ 



never 



12. Did the hard copy index with -the numbers*of the^cards, columns^ and 
rows help you in finding the selections on the microfiche? 



Alway s 16 ; ofte n 3 ; sometimes ; rarely 



never 



13. Did the alphabetical arrangement of thq seXe<ftions make them readily 
accessible? » 

Alway s 6 ; ofte n 6 ; sometime s 5 ; rarel y 1 ; neve r 3 

14. Would some other arrangement have been better? " 

Ye s^^ ; n o" ^ 17 . One write-in probably ^gnot - one wi?ite-in don ' t know. 
Comment: No. Not espec^ially. 
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Question no. 14 'cont'd. \ - 

If yes, what is your suggestion? 
« t 

(1) If the index of no.s & columns had been placed directly on the 
, f iche. (2) Do not start a selection in the middle of »a row. This 
shouldn't require that much more f iche. 

15. Bid you find it difficult to learn to use the microform reader?, 
.A.iittle_3_; not at al l 15 ; ver y 1 ^ ; had used microforms 
befor e 4 . ^ • ' , 

16. W^as the class visit to the microforms area adequate instructtdn in 
the use of microfo^rm readers to do your assigned readings? 

Ye s 18 ; no 3 . ' ' 



Comment: No. Could see none of the instruction":—^ too many people^ too 
little s|>ace. 

/ - ■ • 

11. Did you experience dif f iculty/in using the readers? 

Alway s 1 ; ofte n 3 ; sometime s 8 ; rarel y 6 ; neve r 3 

J, ■" ■ ' ■ ■ ' ^ ' '1 « ■ « ■ >. 

Comment: Sometimes. At Penrose ^ readers not clear, 

18. How often did you find all the microfiche readers in use? 

Alway s ; ofte n 1 ; sometime s ; rarel y 6 ; neve r 13 . 

Comment: Did not use Penrose. 

19. Will you be more likely to yead needed information on microforms now 
that you have become familiar with this medium? 



Ye s 12 ; n o 4 ; undecid 

Comments : * , ' " - 

X 

Enjoyed the accessibility of the material greatly. Was a great advantage. 
Thanks— 

The bloody machines won't stay in f ocus i^or maybe ^jt's my eyes). At any 
rate, my eyes can't take -too much microfilm. Also - I heartily suggest 
the library install horizontal marker lines on the screens so you can take 
your eyes off the screen to take notes w/o having to search for your place 
again. -s. ' 

1 enjoyed reading the material for this course on microfiche. It was a 
good introduction & experience, ^ . 

Fjjcing the focus was^the only difficulty'I had. I noticed my eyes seemed 
to *get used to microfiche after an initial period "ol^strain . Good luck 
with the copyright problem, I can't see a x-^ay o^it of itj myself. 



O F3 

ERIC • , 



Cqmrnents cont'd. 

Would like to have been able to i|ead at home - rather than library 
wherjerxesearch time x^as needed. 

Poor for studying. Continued reading is physically uncoiufolrtable 
because^ of design of readers & counters. * 



r 



Improvement of ^lachine technology^noii 
is neeijed^for comfortable viewipg* 



p angle of viewing p etc.)* 



r 




APPENDIX G 
Index to microfiche system 
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American Libr'ary A§S[ociWtion. Freecjbm to Read Statement. ^ 

> ■ ' ■' \> ' ' ^ ■ .* 

. * « ■ ' ■ . ■ ' ■ ■ J . " 

* American Library Association. Intellectual Freedom S^tatement. 
" American Library ^Association^. Library Bill of Rights. ^ 

Asheim, Lestet. Not Censorship But Selection. 
, . Axford, William H. Economics of a Domestic Approval Plan. 

Bass, Doris. Can This Marriage Be Saved. 

Boyer and Eaton. Book Selection Policies in American Libraries. 

Clapp and Jordan. Quantitative Critelria for Adequacy of Academic 
• , Library Collections. 

Do\^ms, Robert. Problems of Bibliographical Control. 
Erickson, Carleton. Administering Instructional Wedia Programs. 
Grove and Clement. Bibliographic' Control of Non-Print Media. 
Haines, Helen* .Art of Annotatiort.'- . 

Hicks and Tillini Developing Multi-Media Libraries . ' 
Jones, Emily.. Film Evaluation. : . / 

Katz, William. Magazine Selection: How to Build- a' Community-* 
Oriented Collection. 

" ■ ^ ■ ■ ■ ^ 

McCullough, Kathleen. ApprovdL P]^ns : Vendor Responsibility and 
yJLibrary Research. , , ^ 

\' ' ■ ' ■ ' ' ^ 

McGrath, William. The Significance of Books Used According to a 

Classified Profile of Acad^ic Departments. 
MeLcher, Daniel. Melcher on Acquisition. 
National, Council of Teachers of -English. 

Sullivan, Robert C. Microform Developments Related to Acquisitions. 

Veaner, Allen. The Evaluation of Micropublications. 

Warren, Roland. Studying Your Community* 

Weil.^Bep H. Standards for Writing Abstracts. 

Appendix 

Course Outline* 
Cours'fe objectives 
Definition^ 

^Selection Tools Bibliography 

Note: This is. a pilot project for the Graduate School of Librarianship , University 
of Dejiver. ♦ . 
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